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Abstract 
This study shows the opinions of young adult students of different specializations, attending full-time and part-time courses of 
“Ovidius” University of Constanta, Romania, during the academic years 2012-2013 and 2013-2014. The subjects answered the 
several questions regarding the roles of teachers in higher education, the qualities of a teacher, the effectiveness of assessment 
and teaching methods, ways to improve the quality of teaching performance time and so on. The conducted study shows a strong 
student sense of science identity in terms of the student-professor relationship and identifies the areas of strength and weakness in 
student-teacher interaction and offers insights that can lead to more accurate assessments of student responses. 
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1. Introduction 
Student evaluation of teaching is a commonly accepted means of obtaining feedback on the quality of university 
teaching. However, its usefulness in contributing to improved teaching performance and the instructional process 
are dependent on the extent to which staff responds to and apply the information obtained in this way. This paper 
presents the opinions of young adult students of two different specializations, psychology, philology and 
educational sciences on the one hand, and engineering on the other hand, about the educational process in higher 
education. The questionnaire was applied to a sample of 125 young adult students attending full-time and part-time 
courses of “Ovidius” University of Constanta, Romania, during the academic years 2012-2013 and 2013-2014. The 
subjects answered the questions regarding the roles of teachers in higher education, the qualities of a teacher, the 
effectiveness of assessment and teaching methods, ways to improve the quality of teaching performance time for 
individual study, teacher communication style and so on. It reports the results of a questionnaire designed to extend 
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the initial application of student evaluations started with the academic year 2012-1013 and with a sample of 30 
students of the Faculty of Psychology and Educational Sciences, “Ovidius” University of Constanta, Romania, 
attending classes to prepare for a teaching career and continuing during the academic year 2013-2014 with a larger 
sample (125 students), by using them as the basis for staff development and also improving the instructional design. 
Survey findings from 125 students belonging to two different specialties, i.e. engineering on the one hand, and 
humanities on the other hand, sought to find the student sense of science identity in terms of the student-professor 
relationship and it proves to be a great way to learn more about the impact of teaching efforts on students and the 
impact of communication exchanges. The survey also enabled identification of areas of strength and weakness in 
student-teacher interaction, performance aspects of teaching delivery and also students’ level of interest, approach 
to their study. 
1.1. Why evaluate? Terms of reference 
From our perspective as a centre that aims to promote good quality teaching and support academic staff in their 
challenging and complex as teachers, our particular focus was using this evaluation mechanism as a formative and 
diagnostic feedback in order to improve teaching as well as a source of data for research on teaching.  
According to Hounsell (2003), the key stages in any evaluation cycle are reproduced below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 1. The evaluation cycle (Hounsell, 2003) 
 
The first stage in any evaluative process is to define the aims and objectives of the process itself in order to find 
and design an appropriate strategy and tool. This tool is then used to gather feedback, which must then be analysed 
and interpreted with great care so that action, and ultimately improvement, can result from the process. In the design 
of any mechanism of evaluation, it is useful to keep the overall cycle any its stages in mind. 
An effective evaluation, in Keane and Labhraim (2005) is one which can potentially lead to genuine change in 
the instructional process where that is required. Moreover, as Moore and Kuol (2005) suggest, “Too often student 
evaluation of teaching systems have been compulsory, publicly displayed, uncontextualized, unsupported, simplistic 
and interpreted in isolated ways, features which render student evaluation teaching punitive bureaucratic tools rather 
than supporting mechanisms through which enhanced learning environments can be created and sustained. 
Furthermore, these characteristics are particularly inappropriate in academic environments, the very contexts which 
people are encouraged to adopt critical stances to one-dimensional or naïve approaches to data gathering”. There is a 
problematic issue of developing institutional policy for student feedback but in the authors’ opinion the emphasis 
should be placed on trust, issues of controlled access and cross comparison with other sources of information.  
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2. Procedure 
An investigation was conducted into different specializations (engineering and humanities) of student feedback 
questionnaire data from our university. Since we surveyed a large number of students (125) we applied a 
standardized questionnaire with close-ended items whose aim was to collect more quantitative-type data focus on 
the specific, pre-determined issues. The questionnaire "The Questionnaire about the Educational Process in Higher 
Education" contains 7 items about the roles of teachers in higher education, the qualities of a teacher, the 
effectiveness of assessment and teaching methods, ways to improve the quality of teaching performance, time for 
individual study: 
1. What are the most important roles of a teacher in higher education in your opinion? 
2. What qualities do you value in a teacher? 
3. Does the teachers’ attitude influence you in your learning activity? 
4. How do you assess your relationship with your teachers? 
5. What are the most effective teaching methods in your opinion? 
6. What assessment method do you find most appropriate for the objective evaluation of student 
performance? 
7. How much time do you grant to daily individual study?    
3. Findings 
3.1. Question 1: What are the most important roles of a teacher in higher education in your opinion? 
 The students’ answers are presented in the graph below and as it can be seen both specialties  indicated  that the 
most important roles of a teacher in higher education are those of coordinator (98% - engineer students, 
respectively 50% - humanistic students), followed by that of model (39%- engineer students, 35% - humanistic 
students) . 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Fig. 2. The results of the questionnaire (question 1) 
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3.2. Question 2: What qualities do you value in a teacher? 
Students could choose one or more of the following answers: openness, sense of duty, kindness, professional 
responsibility, optimism, sociability and sense of humor. Engineer students (68%) would prefer a kind teacher while 
humanistic students (83%) consider that openness is a relevant quality in a teacher. The frequencies for each answer 
are shown in the graph below: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3. The results of the questionnaire (question 2) 
3.3. Question 3: Does the teachers’ attitude influence you in your learning activity? 
Most students (93% engineer students and 89% humanistic students) responded that they feel much influenced by 
the attitudes of their teachers in their decision and their way to learn. The more the teachers are interested in and 
motivated themselves for the teaching and research activities they perform, the higher their influence on the activity 
of learning and development of students. A small percentage of the students refused to give a clear answer. One 
subject gave a negative answer (see figure below). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 4. The results of the questionnaire (question 3) 
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3.4. Question 4: How do you assess your relationship with your teachers? 
Almost half of the students surveyed rated the relationship with teachers as good. A fairly large percentage, 32%, 
respectively 43% subjects, rated as very good the relationship with the teachers. Less than 20% of the subjects rated 
as satisfactory the relationship. It is important to note that there has been no response indicating a teacher-student 
relationship as unsatisfactory for humanistic students. Students’ responses to this question are conducive to teacher’s 
assuming more social and professional responsibility for the students’ training.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 5.  The results of the questionnaire (question 4) 
 
The university teacher has the mission and responsibility to initiate a coherent program of educational 
experiences that would lead to the personal, educational, professional and social development of his/her students, to 
use innovative forms of teaching and achieve an optimal level of good teaching congruent with the students. 
3.5. Question 5: What are the most effective teaching methods in your opinion?   
Students' responses were grouped into three categories: interactive methods, exploratory methods and expository 
methods. Over 70% of the students valued the interactive methods for both courses and seminars. Between 22% and 
29% chose exploratory methods, and very few expository methods. These responses indicate an increased interest of 
students for innovative forms of teaching, debates on issues of professional concern, communicative exchanges and 
collaborative staff-student groups for different tasks. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 6. The results of the questionnaire (question5) 
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3.6. Question 6: What assessment method do you find most appropriate for the objective evaluation of student 
performance? 
The students were asked to choose from a list these responses: portfolio, free essay, oral questioning and written 
examination. Students' responses as can be seen in the graph below, indicate their clear preference for written 
examination in the case of engineer students (55%) while humanistic students seem to prefer assessment methods 
that assess creativity, spontaneity, freedom of expression, originality, critical thinking. These methods encourage 
personal expression of the student. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 7. The results of the questionnaire (question5) 
3.7. Question 7: How much time do you grant to daily individual study? 
Students' responses indicate a very important element of the instructional process: time granted to learning. Less 
than half of the students surveyed declared their concern for daily individual study. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 8. The results of the questionnaire (question 7) 
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4. Conclusion 
The conducted study shows a strong student sense of science identity in terms of the student-professor 
relationship and it proves to be a great way to learn more about the impact of teaching efforts on young adult 
students and the impact of communication exchanges; moreover, it enables identification of areas of strength and 
weakness in student-teacher interaction and offers insights that can lead to more accurate assessments of student 
responses. 
There are several noteworthy aspects of this paper worth mentioning. First, it illustrates the kind of careful, 
deliberate thinking that should go into the teaching and the use of any instructional strategy. Engaging in reflection 
is a vital part of learning for university students and offers insights that can help teaching staff improve their 
teaching in response to student evaluations. 
Secondly, the paper emphasizes something that is already known but ignored. It can say that the young adult 
students’ need for communication, understanding and appreciation is very high. As Moraru (2013) points out, 
“Beyond the training in the chosen specialty that higher education ensures through its programs, students want more 
involvement from the point of view of their knowledge and self-awareness, their personal, social, cultural-
axiological and even spiritual development”.  
Responses to the closed questions revealed that student-teacher relationships lack some flexibility and may affect 
the development of students’ academic self-concepts. If students had positive relationships with their professors it 
would increase their sense of science identity mentioned at the beginning of this paper or the degree to which 
students felt a part of a science community as opposed to observers of it. These data did not indicate an increase in 
this sense of science identity among students who reported positive relationships with professors since the last 
students’ evaluation. Despite literature showing the power of positive student-teaching staff relationships, “many 
professors overlook, or underestimate, the impact they have on students”. 
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